AIR  COMMAND 

AND 

STAFF  COLLEGE 

- STUDENT  REPORT - 

WEIGHTED  SCHOLARSHIP  SELECTION  MODEL 
MAJOR  MARION  E.  CALLENDER,  JR.  86-460 

- “insights  into  tomorrow ” - 


DTIC 

ELECTEI 


MAY  1  2  1986 


f'E 


m 


A 


A 


DISCLAIMER 


The  views  and  conclusions  expressed  in  this 
document  are  those  of  the  author.  They  are 
not  intended  and  should  not  be  thought  to 
represent  official  ideas,  attitudes,  or 
policies  of  any  agency  of  the  United  States 
Government.  The  author  has  not  had  special 
access  to  official  information  or  ideas  and 
has  employed  only  open-source  material 
available  to  any  writer  on  this  subject. 

This  document  is  the  property  of  the  United 
States  Government.  It  is  available  for 
distribution  to  the  general  public.  A  loan 
copy  of  the  document  may  be  obtained  from  the 
Air  University  Interlibrary  Loan  Service 
(AUL/LDEX,  Maxwell  AFB ,  Alabama,  36112)  or  the 
Defense  Technical  Information  Center.  Request 
must  include  the  author's  name  and  complete 
title  of  the  study. 

This  document  may  be  reproduced  for  use  in 
other  research  reports  or  educational  pursuits 
contingent  upon  the  following  stipulations: 

—  Reproduction  rights  do  not  extend  to 
any  copyrighted  material  that  may  be  contained 
in  the  research  report. 

—  All  reproduced  copies  must  contain  the 
following  credit  line:  "Reprinted  by 
permission  of  the  Air  Command  and  Staff 
College. " 

—  All  reproduced  copies  must  contain  the 
name(s)  of  the  report's  author(s). 

f 

—  If  format  modification  is  necessary  to 
better  serve  the  user's  needs,  adjustments  may 
be  made  to  this  report--this  authorization 
does  not  extend  to  copyrighted  information  or 
material.  The  following  statement  must 
accompany  the  modified  document:  "Adapted 
from  Air  Command  and  Staff  Research  Report 
(number )  entitled  ( title)  by 

(author)  ." 

--  This  notice  must  be  included  with  any 
reproduced  or  adapted  portions  of  this 
document . 


£ 


REPORT  NUMBER  86-460 

TITLE  WEIGHTED  SCHOLARSHIP  SELECTION  MODEL 
AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  MARION  E.  CALLENDER,  JR.,  USAF 


FACULTY  ADVISOR  major  jerry  b.  warren,  acsc/edowc 
SPONSOR  colonel  nancy  h.  buzard 

AIR  FORCE  RESERVE  OFFICER  TRAINING  CORPS,  AFROTC/RR 

Submitted  td  the  faculty  in  partial  fulfillment  of 
requirements  for  graduation. 


AIR  COMMAND  AND  STAFF  COLLEGE 

AIR  UNIVERSITY  DTIC 

MAXWELL  AFB,  AL  36112  t 


:cte 

MAY  1  2  1986 


Tbia  document  bo*.  b*«i.  a>  proved 

for  p'_  :  ,  :  rc.  v.'lv, 

i.* 


i. 


> 


SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION  OF  THIS  PAGE 


U  REPORT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

UNCLASSIFIED 


?•  StCiJRlTV  CLASSIFICATION  AUTHORITY 


fy-fiiici  ont 


REPORT  DOCUMENTATION  PAGE 


lb.  RESTRICTIVE  MARKINGS 


3b  Ot  CLASS' F  1C  AT  ION/OOWNGRAOING  SCHEDULE 


4  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBERIS) 


3.  OISTRIBUT  ION/AVAILABILITY  OF  REPORT 

STATEMENT  "A" 

for  public  tbIbb— f 
is  unfiffliNd* 


S.  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION  REPORT  NUMBERIS) 


i  IaUl 


86-460 


«•  NAME  OF  PERFORMING  ORGANIZATION  lb.  OFFICE  SYMBOL  7«.  NAME  OF  MONITORING  ORGANIZATION 

Ilf  applicable) 

ACSC/FDCC  _ 


Sc.  AOORESS  «.H».  Stott  and  /.IP  Coda)  I  7b.  ADDRESS  iCIly,  Slat*  and  /.IP  Code! 


Maxwell  AFB  AL  36112-5542 


.  NAME  OF  FUNOING/SPONSORlNG 
ORGANIZATION 

AFROTC 


Sb.  OFFICE  SYMBOL  B.  PROCUREMENT  INSTRUMENT  IDENTIFICATION  NUMBER 
Ilf  applicable) 

RR 


Be  AOORESS  i City .  Stole  and  ZIP  Code) 

10.  SOURCE  OF  FUNDING  NOS.  1 

Maxwell  AFB  AL  36112 

PROGRAM 
ELEMENT  NO. 

PROJECT 

NO. 

TASK 

NO. 

WORK  UNIT 
NO 

11  TITLE  < Include  Security  Classification) 

13  PERSONAL  AUTHORISI 

Callender.  Marion  F . ,  Maior,  USAF 


13«.  TYPE  OF  REPORT  I  13b.  TIME  COVERED 


14.  DATE  OF  REPORT  IV r.  Mo..  Day) 

1086  April 


cosa n cooes 


10  SUBJECT  TEAMS  K'onKnw  on  reverse  If  necessary  and  identify  By  Block  numBrl 


19  ABSTRACT  (Continue  on  reverse 

The  Air  Force  conv 
AFROTC  4-Year  Scho 
a  national  basis, 
to  test  the  feasib 
a  management  tool 
survey  was  develop 
folder  influenced 
were  compared  with 
for  those  cases  in 
falling  near  the  s 
scholarship  select 
and  improve  select 


if  neceuary  and  identify  by  block  number) 


enes  selecti 
larships.  S 
This  study 
ility  of  usi 
to  monitor  a 
ed  to  determ 
the  board  me 
two  separat 
the  low  and 
election  cut 
ion  model  to 
ion  reliabil 


on  boards  to  ide 
elections  are  ma 
reviews  initial 
ng  a  weighted  sc 
nd  assist  schola 
ine  which  items 
mber s  the  most  . 
e  groups.  Predi 
the  high  score 
-off.  Suggest  io 
support  future 
i t  y  with  a  reduc 


nt  i  f 
de  u 
resu 
ho  la 
rshi 
in  t 
The 
ct  i  v 


y  in 
sing 
Its 
rshi 
p  se 
he  s 
res 
e  ac 


areas  an 
ns  were 
scholars 
ed  net  w 


divi 
sel 
of  r 

P  M 

lec  t 
chol 
ults 
cura 
d  1  e 
made 
li  i  p 
or  k  l 


duals  to  receive 
ection  boards  on 
esearch  designed 
lection  model  as 
ion  boards.  A 
arship  selection 
of  the  survey 
cy  is  most  precise 
ss  accurate  for  any 
for  refining  the 
selection  boards 
o  a  d  . 


21.  ABSTRACT  SECURITY  CLASSIFICATION 

UNCLASS  I F 1  F!) 


70  OISTHIIIUT  ION/A  VAIIABILII  Y  OF  ABSTRACT 
UNC  LASSIFllO/UNLIMlTEO  □  SAME  AS  OPT  ft  OTIC  USERS  □ 


22a  NAME  OF  RESPONSIBLE  INDIVIDUAL  22b  TELEPHONE  NUMBER 

(Include  Area  Code  I 

ACSC/EDCC  Maxwell  AFB  AL  36112-5542  (205)  293-2483 


OO  FORM  1473,  83  APR 


EDITION  OF  1  JAN  73  IS  OBSOLETE. 


22c  OFFICE  SYMBOL 


*  a-  r  -* 


PREFACE 


The  weighted  scholarship  selection  model  was  designed  as  a  manage¬ 
ment  tool  to  assist  the  Air  Force  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps 
Headquarters  to  mirror  the  4-Year  Scholarship  Selection  Boards. 
This  process  was  not  intended  to  replace  the  human  element,  but 
assist  in  reducing  the  time  expended  in  the  scoring  of  the  appli¬ 
cants.  In  addition,  this  helps  to  ensure  that  the  best  qualified, 
individuals  are  awarded  scholarships.  This  study  reviews  the 
development  of  a  selection  board  survey  and  the  application  of  the 
survey  results  to  a  selection  hierarchy. 

The  author  would  like  to  thank  the  following  people  for  their 
assistance  in  this  project: 

Mr  Charles  Locklin  of  the  Air  University  Computer  Science 
Division,  for  his  patience  and  the  processing  of  the  computer  data 
necessary  to  develop  the  model  and  its  analysis. 

The  staff  of  the  Air  Force  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps 
4-Year  Scholarship  Branch,  for  their  assistance  with  background 
information  and  technical  advice. 

Last,  but  not  least.  Major  Jerry  B.  Warren,  ACSC  faculty,  for 
his  assistance  and  guidance  throughout  the  project.  Also,  for 
sharing  with  me  the  philosophy  ...  A  is  greater  than  B;  however, 
in  life  B  comes  out  on  top. 
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EXECUTIVE  SUMMARY 


insights  into  tomorrow” 


Part  of  our  College  mission  is  distribution  of  the 
students’  problem  solving  products  to  DoD 
sponsors  and  other  interested  agencies  to 
enhance  insight  into  contemporary,  defense 
related  issues.  While  the  College  has  accepted  this 
product  as  meeting  academic  requirements  for 
graduation,  the  views  and  opinions  expressed  or  . 

implied  are  solely  those  of  the  author  and  should  ]  i 

not  be  construed  as  carrying  official  sanction 


REPORT  NUMBER  86-460 

AUTHOR(S)  MAJOR  MARION  E.  CALLENDER ,  JR.,  USAF 
TITLE  WEIGHTED  SCHOLARSHIP  SELECTION  MODEL 

I.  Purpose :  Determine  which  items  in  the  AFROTC  4-Year 
Scholarship  Selection  Application  that  influence  selection  board 
members  the  most.  To  develop  weights  for  the  data  items  and  apply 
them  to  a  selection  hierarchy. 

II.  Problem;  Presently,  there  is  not  a  system  that  can  be  used  to 
confirm  or  verify  the  results  of  scholarship  selection  boards. 
While  the  selection  boards  identify  individuals  to  receive  AFROTC 
4-Year  Scholarships,  it  is  a  labor  intensive  process  resulting  in 
less  than  50%  of  the  applicants  actually  receiving  a  scholarship. 
With  additional  reductions  of  monies  in  this  area  it  is  even  more 
important  to  ensure  that  only  the  best  qualified  individuals  are 
selected. 

III.  Data;  Research  was  conducted  into  the  different  types  of 
surveys  and  a  Scholarship  Selection  Board  Survey  was  developed. 
This  survey  was  administered  to  the  November  1985  AFROTC  4-Year 
Scholarship  Selection  Board.  The  results  were  computerized  and 
compared  to  the  same  data  items  of  a  success  group  and  a  sample 
applicant  group.  From  this  data,  and  background  from  other 
selection  programs,  a  selection  hierarchy  was  developed.  Weights 
were  applied  to  the  selection  hierarchies  and  the  results  were 
compared  with  the  results  of  the  November  1985  board. 


CONTINUED 


IV.  Conclusions ;  Determination  can  be  made  regarding  which 
items  in  the  selection  folder  have  the  most  influence  on 
AFROTC  4-Year  Scholarship  Selection  Boards.  In  addition,  when 
weights  are  applied  to  a  selection  hierarchy,  the  board 
results  can  be  tracked  and  verified.  Predictive  accuracy  is 
most  precise  for  those  cases  in  the  low  and  in  the  high 
scoring  areas. 

V.  Recommendations ;  The  Scholarship  Selection  Board  Survey 
should  be  administered  to  several  successive  selection  boards 
and  a  data  base  developed.  When  this  is  accomplished,  a  pol¬ 
icy  panel  should  be  convened  to  interpret  the  relative 
importance  for  the  items  selected.  Weights  could  then  be 
applied  for  the  activities  of  the  individuals  meeting  a 
particular  board.  When  this  is  accomplished  the  scholarship 
selection  model  (WSSM)  may  be  used  to  assist  in  verifying  the 
board  results.  In  addition,  the  WSSM  could  be  used  in  the 
identification  of  the  top  and  bottom  scholarship  applicants. 
This  information  would  be  applicable  in  determining  national 
order  of  merit  for  individuals  that  receive  the  same  board 
score. 


Chapter  One 


INTRODUCTION 


Today,  with  the  ever  increasing  budgetary  limitations  imposed 
by  Congress  on  military  spending,  more  emphasis  than  ever  is  being 
placed  on  finding  ways  to  maximize  the  return  on  training  invest¬ 
ments  (8:  — ).  Over  the  years,  a  great  deal  of  attention  has  been 
focused  on  decreasing  training  costs  by  developing  techniques  to 
select  individuals  for  training  programs  who  are  most  likely  to 
succeed  (12:5).  The  selection  of  personnel  is  a  complex  process 
which  involves  the  matching  of  many  factors  such  as  abilities, 
aptitudes,  motivation,  interests,  and  personalities  of  the  appli¬ 
cants  against  the  requirements  of  the  position.  A  prime  objective 
of  the  selection  process  is  to  identify  successful  performers 
prior  to  their  actual  performance  of  the  task. 

This  research  study  deals  with  one  of  the  Air  Force's  training 
selection  programs;  the  Air  Force  Reserve  Officer  Training  Corps 
( AFROTC)  4-Year  Scholarship  selection  process.  The  impetus  is  to 
determine  the  feasibility  of  using  a  computer  model  to  verify  the 
scholarship  selection  board  results. 

The  report  is  broken  down  into  five  additional  areas.  Chapter 
Two  is  a  look  at  the  AFROTC  4-Year  Scholarship  program  eligibility 
and  how  selections  are  presently  made.  Chapter  Three  covers  the 
development  of  the  survey  which  was  administered  to  the  November 
85  Scholarship  Selection  Board.  Chapter  Four  deals  with  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  selection  hierarchy  and  application  of  weights 
for  the  selection  folder  documentation.  The  choice  of  an  appli¬ 
cant  sample  group,  application  of  the  hierarchy,  and  three  other 
selection  programs  are  also  explained  in  Chapter  Four.  The 
results,  comparisons,  recommendations,  and  uses  are  provided  in 
Chapter  Five. 

If  determined  valid,  the  weighted  scholarship  selection  model 
(WSSM)  could  potentially  be  used  to  aid  in  maximizing  the  scholar¬ 
ship  budget.  This  could  be  accomplished  by  assisting  selection 
boards  with  their  decisions,  potentially  reducing  the  number  of 
board  members  required,  and  assisting  in  the  successful  prediction 
of  individuals  applying  for  scholarship. 

Chapter  Two  focuses  in  detail  on  the  scholarship  eligibility 
criteria,  application  process,  and  how  selections  are  made  today. 


Chapter  Two 


THE  SCHOLARSHIP  PROGRAM 


During  my  tenure  as  an  AFROTC  Detachment  Recruiting  Officer, 

I  encountered  individuals  who  believed  AFROTC  scholarships  were 
available  to  everyone  who  wanted  one.  They  were  surprised  when  I 
informed  them  of  the  eligibility  criteria,  selection  process,  and 
obligations  of  the  4-year  scholarship  recipients.  The  purpose  of 
this  chapter  is  to  discuss  each  of  these  areas  as  well  as  the 
application  process. 


BACKGROUND 


The  AFROTC  scholarship  program  was  established  by  Congress  in 
1964.  Four-year  scholarships  are  awarded  to  high  school  seniors 
who  will  are  attending  college  full-time  for  the  first  time. 

Each  year  approximately  15,000  individuals  apply  for  the  1,200 
4-year  rcholarships.  Selections  are  made  on  a  national  level 
(21: — ).  For  the  most  part,  the  4-year  program  is  intended  for 
students  pursuing  engineering  degrees.  Approximately  80%  of  the 
scholar-  ships  awarded  are  in  the  engineering  disciplines,  18%  in 
science,  and  2%  in  other  non- technical  majors  (7:4). 


ELIGIBILITY 


To  receive  a  4-year  scholarship,  an  individual  must  met  the 
basic  criteria  listed  below: 

1.  Be  a  U.S.  citizen  by  October  of  their  freshman  year 
of  college. 

2.  Graduate  from  high  school  or  hold  a  equivalent 
certificate. 

3.  Be  at  least  17  years  old  by  October  11th  of  their 
college  freshman  year. 

4.  Be  under  25  years  of  age  on  June  30th  of  their 
graduating  year  from  college  (can  be  adjusted  for 
prior  active-duty  military  personnel). 


5.  Not  be  (ot  have  been)  enrolled  as  a  full-time 

student  in  a  junior  college  or  university  (7:2). 

In  addition  to  the  above  eligibility  criteria,  applicants  must 
have  three  additional  qualifications.  The  first  is  to  have 
achieved  a  high  school  grade  point  average  (GPA)  of  2.5  on  a  4.0 
scale.  Second,  be  ranked  in  the  top  25%  of  their  high  school 
class.  Third,  achieve  a  minimum  of  1,000  on  the  Scholastic 
Aptitude  Test  (SAT)  with  at  least  500  for  math  and  450  for  verbal. 
Equivalent  scores  are  needed  if  the  applicant  has  taken  the  Amer¬ 
ican  College  Test  (ACT)  in  place  of  the  SAT.  The  ACT  minimum 
scores  are  a  composite  of  23  with  a  minimum  score  of  20  in  math 
and  19  in  english  (7:2).  When  ACT  scores  are  provided  they  are 
converted  by  AFROTC  (22: — ). 


OBLIGATIONS 


Individuals  that  receive  4-Year  AFROTC  Scholarships  are 
obligated  in  the  following  seven  areas: 

1.  To  enroll  in  the  academic  area  in  which  the 
scholarship  was  offered. 

2.  To  enlist  in  the  Air  Force  Reserve  and  enroll  in 
AFROTC  beginning  with  the  fall  term  of  their 
freshman  year. 

3.  To  complete  one  course  of  college  instruction  in  a 
major  Indo-European  or  Asian  language. 

4.  To  satisfactorily  complete  a  4-week  field  training 
encampment. 

5.  To  complete  the  4-year  AFROTC  program. 

6.  To  accept  a  commission  as  an  Air  Force  officer. 

7.  To  serve  4  years  on  active  duty  (7:3). 

Exactly  what  sparks  an  individual  to  apply  for  an  AFROTC 
Scholarship  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study.  Regardless  of  the 
reason,  when  it  is  determined  they  meet  the  eligibility  criteria 
and  are  willing  to  accept  the  obligations,  the  next  step  is  to 
prepare  an  application.  This  application  becomes  the  basis  of 
their  selection  as  discussed  in  the  next  section. 


SELECTION  PROCESS 


The  selection  process  is  multi-faceted  and  consists  of  four 
steps.  As  stated,  it  begins  with  a  desire  to  be  an  Air  Force 
officer.  The  second  step  is  to  meet  the  academic  standards 
described  previously.  The  third  step  is  the  preparation  of  the 


documents  for  the  selection  folder.  These  documents  are  used  in 
the  fourth  step  by  a  national  selection  board  to  evaluate  appli¬ 
cants  who  may  ultimately  be  awarded  a  scholarship.  The  selection 
folder  and  selection  process  are  discussed  in  the  next  two 
sections. 


Selection  Folder 


The  selection  folder  is  the  documentation  used  by  the  selec¬ 
tion  boards  to  evaluate  and  score  the  individual  applicants.  As  a 
minimum  the  selection  folder  contains  the  six  primary  documents 
described  below. 

One  of  the  fundamental  tools  used  in  evaluating  the  applicant 
is  the  4-year  Scholarship  Application  (DD  Form  1893) .  A  copy  of 
this  form  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A.  The  most  lengthy  of  the 
forms,  the  DD  Form  1893,  contains  just  under  1000  pieces  of 
information  and  is  broken  into  four  parts.  These  include  the 
applicant  data,  educational  information,  scholastic  record, 
athletia  and  extra-  curricular  activities.  The  information  on  the 
student's  activities  is  verified  by  a  school  official. 

A  second  evaluation  tool  is  the  AFROTC  Form  102  which  is  the 
high  school  Statement  of  Recommendation.  On  this  form,  school 
officials  rank  the  applicant  in  eight  areas  to  include  motivation, 
industry,  initiative,  influence  and  leadership,  concern  for 
others,  responsibility,  integrity,  and  emotional  stability.  Where 
possible,  it  is  requested  that  five  to  eight  teachers  rank  the 
individual  in  each  of  the  categories.  Also,  the  backside  of  this 
form  allows  for  comments  in  general  and  a  recommendation  about  the 
applicant's  motivation.  In  addition,  if  the  individual  partici¬ 
pated  in  Junior  ROTC,  the  instructor  is  asked  to  comment  on  the 
individual's  suitability  for  military  service. 

A  third  instrument  which  is  used  is  the  USAFA  Candidate 
Evaluation/AFROTC  4-Year  Scholarship  Evaluation  ( U SAFA/ AFROTC  Form 
1).  A  sample  of  this  form  can  be  found  in  Appendix  A.  This  form 
documents  a  personal  interview  of  the  individual  by  a  local  Air 
Force  representative.  Also,  the  interviewer  rates  the  applicant 
on  a  scale  of  1  to  5  in  the  areas  of  self-confidence,  human  rela¬ 
tions,  planning  and  organizing,  communicative  skills,  leadership, 
and  motivation  towards  the  Air  Force.  The  interviewer  also  makes 
an  overall  recommendation  on  the  same  scale.  Each  applicant 
provides  a  paragraph  as  to  why  he  or  she  wants  to  join  the  Air 
Force.  In  addition,  the  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1  is  reviewed  by  the 
AFROTC  detachment  commander  having  administrative  processing 
responsibilities  for  the  applicant. 

A  fourth  document  contained  in  the  application  folder  is  the 
AFROTC  4-Year  Scholarship  Data  Entry  (AFROTC  Form  101).  A  copy  of 
this  form  is  located  in  Appendix  A.  This  form  is  completed  by  the 
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AFROTC  headquarters  staff  upon  receipt  of  the  composite  ACT  or  SAT 
scores,  in  addition,  the  individual's  math  and  verbal  scores  are 
put  into  the  AFROTC  data  bank.  The  AFROTC  Form  101  also  contains 
the  applicant's  two  academic  major  preferences. 

In  conjunction  with  the  above  forms,  the  selection  folder 
contains  an  official  high  school  transcript.  This  lists  the 
courses  taken  by  the  individual  and  the  grades  received  for  each 
course.  Also,  a  class  ranking  often  appears  on  the  transcript. 

The  selection  folder  also  contains  three  Standard  Answer 
Sheets  (AU  Form  4)  which  are  used  by  the  selection  board  members 
to  document  board  scores  given  to  each  applicant.  Upon  completion 
of  the  board,  these  forms  are  used  to  enter  the  individual  board 
scores  into  the  AFROTC  computer  data  bank  to  facilitate  the 
national  order  of  merit. 

In  addition  to  the  preceding,  it  is  not  uncommon  for  AFROTC  to 
receive  letters  of  recommendation,  copies  of  awards,  photographs, 
or  other  information  pertaining  to  scholarship  applicants.  These 
items  are  made  a  part  of  the  selection  folder  and  are  given  to  the 
selection  board  which  is  discussed  in  the  following  section. 


The  Selection  Board 

Scholarship  selections  are  made  by  special  boards  convened  at 
AFROTC  Headquarters.  To  assist  in  the  understanding  of  the  oper¬ 
ation  of  a  selection  board,  the  in-briefing  and  training  process 
of  the  November  1985  board  was  observed.  A  detailed  description 
of  the  procedures  followed  by  the  selection  board  is  not  required 
here,  but  a  general  description  is  given. 

The  AFROTC  4-year  Scholarship  Selection  Boards  consist  of  a 
president,  a  recorder,  and  at  least  two  three-member  panels. 

These  are  made  up  of  individuals  in  the  position  of  Professor  of 
Aerospace  Studies  (PAS) .  They  are  predominately  colonels  and 
lieutenant  colonels,  with  a  few  majors.  The  recorder,  who  is  the 
only  individual  not  a  PAS,  is  detailed  to  the  board  from  AFROTC 
Headquarters  staff  (22: — ). 

Officers  selected  for  the  board  may  or  may  not  have  previous 
experience  in  making  evaluations  of  this  nature,  yet,  they  are 
familiar  with  some  of  the  documentation.  The  board  is  briefed  on 
its  mission,  operation,  and  documents  available  for  making  deci¬ 
sions.  Following  the  briefing,  the  board  evaluates  a  set  of 
sample  records  as  a  trial  run.  The  purpose  of  the  trial  run  is  to 
assist  board  members  in  establishing  a  standard  which  they  will 
evaluate  the  scholarship  applicants  against.  The  trial  run 
records  are  carefully  selected  to  cover  the  range  of  applicants. 
This  training  exercise  allows  the  board  members  to  become  familiar 
with  the  selection  process,  and  most  of  the  documents  they  may 


encounter  in  evaluating  applicant  records.  Additionally,  the 
trial  run  allows  the  members  to  set  standards  for  consistent 
selection  (21 : — ) . 

During  the  training,  consistency  is  stressed  to  each  of  the 
participants.  The  relative  weight  of  any  particular  area  is  left 
to  the  discretion  of  the  individual  board  members.  However,  the 
breakdown  into  the  categories  of  Academic  Ability,  Whole  Person 
Evaluation,  and  Personal  Appraisal  in  Figure  2-1  is  suggested 
(21;  —  ) . 


Whole  Person  Evaluation  Academic  Ability  Personal  Appraisal 

Athlet  tcs 

School  Organizations 
Community  Involvement 
Leadership 

Military  Parent 

Work  History 

JROTC/CAP  Membership 

SAT/ACT  Scores 
(Math  Emphasized) 
Class  Rank  or  GPA 

Math  A  Science 

D 1  ft icul ty  of 

High  School 

(Selective  Admissions, 
Honors  Courses) 

School  Recomnendat Ions 
Air  Force  Interview 
Other  Recomnendat 1  one 

Figure  2-1.  Scoring  Areas 


The  number  of  panels  needed  by  a  particular  board  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  the  number  of  records  being  screened.  Historically,  a 
panel  can  score  approximately  700  to  750  records  per  week. 
Accordingly,  the  number  of  panels  required  is  determined  by  the 
AFROTC  Registrar  prior  to  each  board.  Each  panel  evaluates 
applicants  according  to  the  whole  person  concept  and  officer 
potential  (22: — ) . 

Records  are  distributed  to  the  panels  on  a  random  basis.  The 
records  are  rated  by  all  three  panel  members,  and  the  applicant's 
score  is  obtained  by  summing  the  three  individual  ratings.  The 
members  score  records  by  secret  ballot  in  five-point  increments  on 
a  scale  from  0  to  100,  but  for  practical  purposes,  a  range  of  55 
to  100  is  common.  The  sum  of  the  scores  of  the  three  panel 
members  becomes  the  individual's  selection  score.  Whenever  there 
is  more  than  a  10  point  disagreement  between  two  board  members, 
the  record  is  discussed  between  the  members.  When  this  signifi¬ 
cant  disagreement  can  not  be  resolved,  the  board  president  has  the 
record  scored  by  a  different  panel  (21: — ). 

After  all  of  the  records  have  been  scored,  they  are  numeri¬ 
cally  ranked  according  to  each  panel.  These  rankings  are  used  to 
determine  a  national  order  of  merit  for  the  board.  The  scholar¬ 
ships  are  awarded  based  on  the  number  of  scholarships  available  to 
the  respective  board.  The  scholarships  are  distributed,  on  a 
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pro-rata  sharef  to  each  panel  based  on  the  needs  of  the  Air  Force 
from  the  academic  majors  in  Figure  2-2.  Boards  are  held  in  Nov¬ 
ember,  January,  and  March  of  each  year,  and  at  the  conclusion  of 
each  board,  applicants  who  are  not  competitive  are  released  from 
further  consideration.  The  individuals  not  selected  by  the  Nov¬ 
ember  and  January  boards  are  referred  to  the  next  board  (22: — ). 


Engineering  Majors 

Science  Majors 

Nontechnical  Majors 

Aeronaut  1  cal 

Archl tecture 

Accounting 

Aerospace 

Computer  Science 

Business 

Arch!  tectural 

Mathemat lcs 

Economics 

Astronautlcal 

Meteorology 

Management 

Civil 

Electrical 

Industrial 

Mechanical 

Metal  lurgical 
Nuclear 

Systems 

Physics 

Figure  2-2.  Academic  Majors 


Summary 


The  scholarship  program  consists  of  evaluations  based  on  the 
individual's  application  which  provides  information  pertaining  to 
academics,  leadership  experience,  extracurricular  activities,  and 
work  experience.  This  information,  combined  with  evaluations  from 
personal  interviews  and  high  school  officials,  is  used  to  deter¬ 
mine  scholarship  selection.  Which  of  these  items  has  the  most 
influence  on  the  selection  process  is  one  of  the  main  thrusts  of 
this  project.  The  items  in  the  selection  folder  were  developed 
into  a  survey  to  determine  which,  if  any,  influenced  the  board 
members.  The  development  of  the  survey  is  the  subject  matter  of 
Chapter  Three. 


Chapter  Three 


THE  SELECTION  BOARD  SURVEY 


INTRODUCTION 


The  most  common  method  of  obtaining  data  about  attitudes, 
opinions,  and  behavior  of  individuals  is  the  survey  (6:4).  One 
of  the  reasons  for  the  survey's  success  is  that  it  combines  the 
age  old  method  of  obtaining  information  by  asking  questions  with 
the  20th  century  computerization  capability  which  allows  a 
randomly  selected  group  to  represent  a  much  larger  population 
(6:1).  The  first  stop  in  developing  a  survey  is  to  determine  the 
purpose  (16:13).  Once  this  is  accomplished  the  actual  survey  can 
be  developed.  The  survey  development  process  is  broken  down  into 
three  plans:  the  Data  Collection  Plan,  Data  Reduction  and  Refor¬ 
matting  Plan,  and  the  Data  Analysis  Plan  (16:13-16).  Each  of 
these  plans,  and  question  development,  will  be  discussed  under 
Survey  Development  followed  by  the  Survey  Administration  process. 


SURVEY  DEVELOPMENT 


Purpose 

The  purpose  of  the  selection  board  survey  is  to  obtain  opin¬ 
ions  regarding  which  item  or  items  about  an  applicant  influenced 
the  ratings  of  the  individual  board  members.  A  hypothesis  of  the 
survey  was  not  to  reject  one  item,  or  set  of  items,  but  to  deter¬ 
mine  relative  weight.  With  the  purpose  determined,  the  next  step 
is  to  develop  the  survey  plans. 


Data  Collection  Plan 


The  function  of  the  data  collection  plan  is  to  ensure  that  the 
data  collected  supports  the  purpose,  and  is  in  the  right  amounts 
(16:13).  It  deals  with  the  development  of  the  survey,  not  the 
administration  itself.  Each  of  the  items  in  the  selection  folder 
were  separated  and  identified  as  potential  survey  question  areas. 
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The  next  step  was  to  review  the  information  under  the  Data 
Reduction  and  Reformatting  Plan. 


Data  Reduction  and  Reformatting  Plan 

In  survey  development,  the  purpose  of  the  data  reduction  and 
reformatting  plan  is  to  make  sure  only  the  pertinent  information 
is  requested,  and  to  design  the  flow  of  the  survey  questions 
(16:14).  This  process  indicates  the  amount  of  reformatting  that 
will  be  required  in  the  analysis  phase.  It  was  projected  that  a 
great  deal  of  information  was  to  be  collected;  therefore,  the 
majority  of  the  questions  were  designed  to  be  used  with  automatic 
data  processing  sheets.  It  was  during  this  phase,  that  the 
information  extracted  from  the  applicant  folder  was  reduced  and 
divided  into  major  categories.  These  categories  are  listed  below 


DP  Form  1893: 

I.  Academics 

a.  Grade  Point  Average 

b.  Class  ranking 

c.  Honor  roll 

d.  National  Honor  Society 

e.  National  Merit  Scholarship  Semi-Finalist 

II.  Student  Government  Offices  Held 

a.  Student  Council 

b.  Class  Officer 

c.  School  Club 

III.  District,  State  or  National  Organization 

a.  National  Convention 

b.  State  Convention 

c.  District  Convention 

IV.  Musical  Achievements 

a.  Orchestra 

b.  Band 

c.  Chorus 

V.  Individual  Awards 

a.  National 

b.  State 

c.  District 


VI.  Boy /Girl  Scouts  of  America 


VII.  Publishing  Experience 

a.  School  Paper 

b.  Year  Book 

c.  School  Magazine 

VIII.  Dramatic  Experience 

a.  Three  Act  Play 

b.  One  Act  Play 

c.  Dramatic  Contest 

IX.  Public  Appearances,  Debates,  Etc. 

a.  Debating  Team 

b.  Honorary  Speeches 

c.  Master  of  Ceremonies 

X.  Paid  Work  (Average  Weekly) 

a.  None 

b.  9  hours  or  less 

c.  10-20  hours 

d.  20-30  hours 

e.  More  than  30  hours 

XI.  Pilot  or  Radio  Operator  Experience 

a.  Private  Pilot 

b.  Commercial  Pilot 

c.  Radio  Operator 

XII.  Athletics 

a.  Participation  on  School  Teams 

b.  Varsity  Letters  Earned 

c.  Varsity  Team  Captain  or  Co-Captain  for  Entire 
Season 

d.  State  or  Conference  Record  Holder 

e.  All-City,  District  or  Conference  1st  Team  Only 

f.  All-State  or  All-American  High  School  1st  or 
2nd  Team 

g.  Student  Manager  or  Trainer  of  School  Team 

h.  Participation  on  Non-School  Teams 

XIII.  Junior  ROTC  Program 

a.  Air  Force 

b.  Army 

c.  Navy 

d.  Marines 

XIV.  Other  Organizations 

a.  CAP 

b.  NACC 

c.  Other 
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USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1: 


I*  Self-Confidence 


II.  Human  Relations 


III.  Planning  and  Organizing 

IV.  Communicative  Skills 

V.  Leadership 

VI.  Motivation  Toward  Air  Force 

VII.  Overall  Recommendation 

VIII.  Military  Service  of  Parent  or  Guardian 


ROTC  Form  102: 

I.  Motivation 

II.  Industry 

III.  Initiative 

IV.  Influence  and  Leadership 

V.  Concern  For  Others 

VI.  Responsibility 

VII.  Integrity 

VIII.  Academic  Profile 

IX.  Recommendation 

With  the  information  reduced  and  divided  into  categories  the 
next  step  is  data  analysis. 

Analysis  Plan 

The  purpose  of  the  analysis  plan  is  to  ensure  that  the  infor¬ 
mation  produced  either  rejects  or  supports  the  hypothesis,  in 
this  plan,  the  type  of  statistics  which  will  be  used  to  evaluate 
the  data  is  determined.  Each  of  these  decisions  has  an  effect 
upon  the  amount  and  type  of  data  that  is  collected,  and  how  it  is 
reduced  (16:16).  Data  analysis  certifies  that  the  correct  anal¬ 
ysis  procedure  is  used  for  the  information  collected.  To  analyze 
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the  data  from  the  selection  board,  one  of  the  most  popular  and 
widely  used  programs  for  statistical  analysis,  the  Statistical 
Package  for  the  Social  Sciences  (SPSS),  was  chosen  (3:1). 


Question  Development 

With  the  information  reduced  and  divided  into  categories,  the 
development  of  the  survey  questions  was  the  next  step.  A  review 
of  the  four  most  common  types  of  survey  questions,  the  classifer 
or  background  question;  the  multiple  choice  or  closed-end  ques¬ 
tion;  the  intensity  question,  and  the  free  response  or  open-end 
question  was  conducted  (13:57).  The  intensity  and  the  free 
response  question  styles  were  determined  to  be  the  most  applicable 
to  support  the  analysis  plan  (19: — ).  With  the  type  of  question 
determined,  the  next  step  was  the  actual  question  development. 

The  majority  of  the  guidelines  for  questionnaire  construction 
provides  relatively  the  same  advice.  The  first,  and  perhaps  most 
paramount,  is  to  analyze  the  audience  and  keep  the  language  simple 
(5:201).  Additionally,  not  only  should  the  questions  be  short, 
but  the  number  of  questions  should  be  as  few  as  possible  (16:31). 
Based  on  this  advice  the  selection  board  survey  was  reduced  from 
125  to  79  questions. 

Wording  of  survey  questions  can  be  a  major  problem.  If  the 
wording  is  too  simple  it  will  insult  respondents.  If  too 
complicated,  the  question  is  likely  to  be  misunderstood.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  survey  questions  should  be  worded  clearly  without  being  too 
simplified.  It  is  frequently  suggested  that  knowledgeable 
persons,  like  those  to  be  surveyed,  be  consulted  about  wording 
(16:22).  The  completed  survey  was  reviewed  by  AFROTC  and  data 
automation  personnel.  The  use  of  slang  or  technical  jargon  can  be 
avoided  by  analyzing  your  audience.  It  is  commonly  assumed  that 
a  lack  of  clarity  in  an  item  will  be  reflected  in  a  large  number 
of  "don't  know"  or  middle  of  the  road  -esponses  (6:162).  The 
importance  of  clear,  unambiguous,  and  self-explanatory  questions 
is  stressed.  Caution  was  used  to  ensure  that  the  wording  of 
questions  or  response  categories  did  not  suggest  or  imply  a 
particular  answer  to  the  respondent  (16:31). 

The  first  64  questions  on  the  survey  consisted  of  two  dis¬ 
tinctive  five  point  Likert-type  rating  scales  and  comment 
sections.  This  type  of  scale  is  considered  the  most  easy  for  the 
respondent  to  use  (16:34).  The  remaining  questions  asked  the 
board  members  to  numerically  rank  the  personal  characteristic 
items  listed  from  the  AFROTC  Form  102  and  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1  on  a 
scale  from  one  to  eight  and  one  to  five,  respectively. 

After  the  survey  was  developed,  it  was  reviewed  for  undesir¬ 
able  characteristics.  These  included  the  double  barrelled 


question  in  which  two  separate  objects  or  events  are  contained  in 
one  question.  Another  undesireable  characteristic  was  the  leading 
question  which  suggests  an  answer.  The  third,  was  a  loaded  ques¬ 
tion  which  includes  emotionally  colored  words  or  phrases.  Lastly, 
the  survey  was  reviewed  to  ascertain  whether  it  contained  any 
ambiguities  (1:119-121).  Adjustment  was  made  wherever  necessary. 
The  survey  questions  encompassed  the  information  presented  on  the 
DD  1893,  AFROTC  Form  102,  and,  except  for  the  narrative  paragraph, 
the  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1. 

It  is  recommended  that  extensive  pretesting  be  conducted  in 
the  development  of  survey  questions  (1:122).  However,  pretesting 
was  not  possible  in  this  case  due  to  time  constraints  and  the 
availability  of  only  one  survey  population,  the  November  1985 
Scholarship  Selection  Board.  The  AFROTC  and  data  automation 
reviews  were  substituted  for  this  step.  Once  the  survey  questions 
were  developed,  they  were  arranged  by  grouping  similar  questions 
together  with  general  questions  preceding  specific  ones  (16:33). 
With  the  survey  complete,  it  was  reproduced  and  ready  to  be 
administered  to  the  board. 


Survey  Administration 

The  standard  task  of  determining  the  size  and  demographics  of 
the  survey  group  was  not  a  matter  of  concern,  since  the  entire 
November  1985  Selection  Board  was  to  be  surveyed.  The  board  con¬ 
sisted  of  two,  three  member  panels  and  a  president.  Even  though 
the  size  of  the  population  was  small,  their  opinions  were  to  be 
the  foundation  of  the  WSSM.  Due  to  the  length  of  time  since  their 
boards  met,  previous  board  members  were  not  added  to  the  survey. 
Also,  the  documents  reviewed  have  not  remained  completely  con¬ 
stant.  The  size  of  this  group  allowed  administration  without  a 
survey  control  number  (15:17).  Because  this  survey  will  be  used 
for  further  updates  to  WSSM,  the  pretest  validation  technique  was 
employed.  This  encompassed  a  post-survey  interview  conducted  with 
board  members  to  review  the  clarity  and  understanding  of  questions 
(16:22)  . 

Prior  to  the  distribution  of  the  surveys,  the  purpose  and  use 
of  the  information  requested  was  conveyed  to  the  board  members. 

In  order  to  receive  the  most  correct  responses,  the  survey  was 
administered  immediately  after  the  board  completed  its  selections. 
A  reliability  factor  was  established  at  a  95%  confidence  or 
precision  level  (16:24).  A  copy  of  the  survey  is  included  in 


Appendix  B. 


SUMMARY 


The  selection  board  survey  is  the  key  to  obtaining  information 
relevant  to  which  items  influenced  individual  board  members  in 
their  scoring  decisions.  With  this  purpose  established,  the  first 
step  is  to  determine  what  information  is  available  for  collection. 
The  second  step,  is  to  mold  this  information  into  a  workable  form 
for  the  third  step,  analysis.  Taking  into  account  the  many  guide¬ 
lines  notated,  and  upon  completion  of  these  steps,  the  survey 
questions  can  be  developed.  As  stated,  the  survey  control  group 
consisted  of  the  November  board.  The  results  of  the  selection 
board  survey  are  discussed  in  Chapter  Four. 


Chapter  Four 


BOARD  RESULTS  AND  HIERARCHY  DEVELOPMENT 

INTRODUCTION 


This  chapter  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  development  of 
the  WSSM  selection  hierarchy.  In  order  for  this  to  be  developed 
the  results  of  the  selection  board  survey  were  reviewed.  Through 
this  review,  the  necessity  for  two  additional  control  groups 
became  evident.  The  first  is  a  success  group  of  scholarship 
selectees,  and  the  second  is  a  sample  selection  of  the  applicants 
that  met  the  November  1985  selection  board.  Several  other  selec¬ 
tion  systems  were  examined  as  well.  In  the  following  sections  the 
board  survey,  three  other  selection  programs,  and  the  control 
groups  will  be  addressed.  The  development  of  the  WSSM  selection 
hierarchy  and  the  point  values  will  also  be  presented. 


Board  Results 


The  constant  variables  for  selecting  individuals  for  AFROTC 
4-Year  Scholarships  are  represented  in  the  selection  board  survey 
The  survey  was  administered  to  the  November  1985  selection  board 
with  the  results  transferred  to  computer  forms  and  a  data  base 
developed.  Once  again  the  SPSS  program  was  used  for  this  purpose 
(3:1). 

Based  on  the  survey  results  and  a  review  of  other  programs, 
the  26  relative  variables  were  operationally  defined  and  combined 
into  five  major  categories  to  serve  as  a  framework  for  decision 
making.  These  categories  are:  academics,  leadership,  extracur¬ 
ricular  activities,  evaluation,  and  athletics. 

A  summary  of  single-variable  descriptive  statistics  was 
provided  by  the  SPSS  subprogram  CONDESCRIPTIVE  which  reports  the 
occurrence  of  each  value  detected  for  a  variable  in  the  response 
to  the  questions  (4:185).  In  addition,  multiple  regressions  and 
Pearson  correlations  were  also  applied  to  the  data  base  to 
determine  the  relationship  of  a  single  variable  to  the  remaining 
variables  (4:286). 


The  results  of  the  SPSS  analysis  were  used  to  rank  order  the 
responses  from  the  scholarship  selection  board  survey.  First,  a 
ranking  was  made  among  the  categories  and  then  a  ranking  within 
the  categories.  The  categories  were  ranked  as  follows: 
1-academics,  2-leadership,  3-extracurricular  activities, 
4-evaluation,  and  5-athletics.  The  Profile  Hierarchy  for  these 
categories  is  shown  in  Figure  4-1. 


ACADEMIC  PROFILE  IF— 11  2150  pts.  - 
LEADERSHIP  PROFILE  [F-2]  530  pts. 
EVALUATION  PROFILE  (F-3]  150  pts. 


EXTRACURRICULAR  PROFILE  (F-41  325  pts. 
ATHLETICS  PROFILE  I F-5J  250  pts.  - 


APPLICANT'S  SCORE 


Figure  4-1.  Profile  Hierarchy 


Other  Selection  Programs 


While  the  board  survey  results  did  show  which  items  were 
considered  the  most  important  by  the  board  members,  it  did  not 
provide  conclusive  analysis  as  to  the  weight  that  should  be  given 
to  the  relative  areas.  Accordingly,  five  other  selection  programs 
were  reviewed  to  assist  in  validating  this  area  due  to  the  size  of 
the  original  population.  Three  of  the  five  had  information  that 
was  taken  into  consideration  in  the  development  of  the  model  and 
are  discussed  below. 


Army  ROTC.  Like  the  Air  Force,  the  Army  scholarship  appli¬ 
cants  meet  a  scholarship  selection  board.  The  Army  selection 
program  is  based  on  a  whole  person  score  (WPS) ,  with  the  selection 
board  points  accounting  for  approximately  18t  of  the  total  score. 
Of  the  remaining  82%,  grade  point  average/high  school  class 
standing  and  SAT  or  ACT  are  worth  50%;  extracurricular  activities, 
athletics,  leadership  and  bonus  points  combined  are  worth  40%,  and 
the  remaining  10%  consists  of  the  results  of  a  physical  aptitude 
examination  (11:8).  The  Army  program  awards  set  numbers  of  points 
for  an  activity  which  are  broken  down  as  stated  above. 


Navy  ROTC.  Like  the  Army  and  Air  Force,  the  Navy  scholarship 
applicants  also  meet  a  selection  board.  However,  the  Navy  board 
members  have  available  to  them  a  somewhat  different  index.  The 
Naval  Personnel  Research  and  Development  Center  has  designed  a 
quality  index  that  is  provided  to  board  members.  In  addition,  the 
board  members  are  provided  a  precise  breakdown  that  is  suggested 
for  the  evaluation  of  applicants.  This  breakdown  consists  of: 


56%  for  high  school  class  ranking,  20%  for  SAT  or  ACT  scores,  10% 
for  the  officer  interview,  9%  for  the  Strong-Campbel 1  Interest 
Inventory,  and  5%  for  the  background  questionnaire  (10:7). 

Air  force  Academy*  for  over  20  years,  the  Air  force  Academy 
has  refined  a  selection  data  base  which  stresses  the  whole  person 
concept.  Its  hierarchy  is  based  on  a  series  of  studies  involved 
with  predicting  first  year  achievement  of  academy  cadets.  Upon 
admission  to  the  academy,  cadets  are  administered  a  battery  of 
tests.  These  are  not  used  in  decision  making  affecting  cadets, 
but  are  used  to  validate  cadet  selection  criteria.  The  academy 
selection  process  ends  with  a  weighted  composite  score  of  which 
70%  is  derived  from  the  academic  composite.  The  academic  compos¬ 
ite  consists  of  GPA  and  SAT  or  ACT  scores.  The  remaining  30%  is 
the  leadership  composite  which  encompasses  the  Physical  Aptitude 
Examination,  athletic,  and  nonathletic  activities.  These  three 
variables  are  all  weighted  evenly  (18:--).  The  weighted  composite 
score  and  its  components  are  given  to  the  selection  board. 

All  of  these  different  programs  were  taken  into  consideration 
in  the  proportioning  of  the  total  points  among  the  hierarchy  shown 
in  Figure  4-1. 


Hierarchy  Breakdown 

As  demonstrated,  the  total  possible  score  and  value  of  each  of 
the  major  elements  of  the  selection  process  varies  depending  on 
the  service.  However,  the  major  share  in  all  of  the  programs 
rests  with  academics  or  academic  achievement  areas.  The  board 
survey  also  placed  academics  as  the  single  most  important  factor. 
This  is  also  the  largest  factor  in  the  development  of  the  point 
value  system.  With  a  total  possible  score  of  3380,  the  academic 
area  represents  63%  with  the  remaining  37%  represented  by: 
leadership  -  16%,  extracurricular  activities  -  10%,  athletics  - 
7%,  and  evaluation  -  4%.  This  breakdown  is  shown  in  Figure  4-2. 


Figure  4-2.  Hierarchy  Breakdown 
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Control  Groups 

The  challenge  to  any  selection  board  is  to  choose  the  indi¬ 
viduals  that  will  most  likely  succeed.  In  solving  probability 
problems,  the  first  and  most  important  step  is  to  fully  understand 
and  define  success  (14:7).  In  the  case  of  an  AFROTC  4-Year  Schol¬ 
arship  applicant,  success  is  defined  as  being  selected  for  a 
scholarship.  With  success  defined,  the  next  step  was  to  compare 
the  data  from  the  control  group  to  the  same  information  of  a  suc¬ 
cess  group.  A  historical  data  bank  did  not  exist  with  which  to 
compare  survey  results.  Accordingly,  it  was  necessary  to  create  a 
historical  data  base  on  a  success  group. 

The  Success  Group,  During  a  meeting  with  the  project  sponsor, 
success  was  defined  as  those  individuals  who  had  been  selected  for 
4-year  scholarships  and  were  nearing  completion  of  the  program. 

At  the  time  of  the  survey,  the  population  of  this  group  was  535 
people.  In  order  to  determine  a  95%  reliability  rate  a  sampling 
of  224  was  needed  (16:24). 

In  order  to  collect  background  information  from  the  success 
group,  a  second  survey  was  developed.  To  obtain  the  compatible 
data  base,  629  questions  were  required.  This  survey  was  130  pages 
in  length.  Upon  additional  review,  using  the  information  in  Chap¬ 
ter  Three,  it  was  determined  the  majority  of  the  same  information 
could  be  obtained  by  having  the  success  group  complete  pertinent 
portions  of  the  DD  Form  1893.  Names  and  locations  of  the  success 
population  were  identified  using  the  AFROTC  data  file.  To  gain 
the  largest  data  base  possible,  the  information  was  requested  from 
the  total  population.  A  total  of  374  individuals  completed  and 
returned  the  forms,  exceeding  the  95%  reliability  factor.  Upon 
receipt,  the  950  data  items  per  individual  were  manually  trans¬ 
ferred  to  computer  scan  sheets  and  used  to  establish  a  historical 
data  base.  SPSS  programs  were  also  used  to  evaluate  the 
information. 


Applicant  Sample  Group.  This  control  group  was  obtained  from 
the  AFROTC  4-Year  Scholarship  applicants  that  met  the  November 
1985  selection  board.  It  was  decided  that  a  population  size  of 
15%  was  needed  for  the  purpose  of  validating  the  board  results. 

To  compensate  for  parity  and  administrative  errors,  an  additional 
1%  of  the  applicants  was  to  be  identified.  The  selection  folders 
are  maintained  in  an  alphabetical  order  and  every  sixth  folder  was 
needed  as  a  member  of  the  control  group.  A  single  die  was  rolled 
to  determine  the  starting  point,  and  every  sixth  record  was  chosen 
thereafter.  The  total  alphabet  was  used  to  obtain  the  sample  of 
250  records.  The  information  from  the  three  constant  documents  in 
each  folder  was  also  manually  transferred  to  computer  scan  sheets 
to  form  a  data  base.  SPSS  programs  were  again  applied  to  the 
information  for  statistical  data.  The  analysis  of  both  control 
groups  was  used  in  the  development  of  the  WSSM  hierarchy. 


Selection  Hierarchy 

With  the  completion  of  the  third  data  base,  the  distribution 
of  the  points  within  the  five  categories  was  determined  based  on 
three  factors.  The  first  was  the  relative  ranking  of  each  item  on 
the  board  survey.  The  second  was  a  comparison  of  the  frequency  of 
the  items  from  the  success  group.  The  last  factor  was  a  compari¬ 
son  between  the  success  group  and  the  sample  group.  Once  the 
rankings  were  determined  within  each  of  the  areas  values  were 
assessed.  The  hierarchy  for  each  area  is  listed  below. 

Academic  Hierarchy.  The  academics  portion  of  the  selection 
model  is  valued  at  a  maximum  of  2150  points;  this  represents  just 
over  63%  of  the  total  possible  score.  The  Academic  Hierarchy, 

F-l,  and  elements  of  the  Academic  Profile  are  shown  in  Figure  4-3. 
For  the  academic  area  value,  the  individual  scores  are  applied  to 
the  following  formula:  (SAT  Verbal  +  SAT  Math  X  .6645)  +  (high 
school  percentile  X  .482)  +  (high  school  rank  X  .482)  +  the  honors 
score. 

If  the  individual  has  ACT  versus  SAT  scores,  equivalent  scores 
are  used.  GPA  (multiplied  by  2.4975)  is  substituted  when  high 
school  class  percentile  is  not  provided.  The  honors  score  is 
determined  by  dividing  the  top  number  of  affirmative  responses 
from  the  applicant  sample  group  into  30.  This  product  is  multi¬ 
plied  by  the  individuals'  actual  number  of  affirmative  responses. 
For  the  test  group,  the  top  number  was  determined  by  the  actual 
number  plus  10%.  This  was  done  to  compensate  for  any  individuals 
that  may  have  had  more  responses  than  the  control  group.  This 
figure  was  compared  against  the  success  group.  If  the  success 
group  revealed  a  larger  number,  the  average  between  the  two  was 
used.  When  the  entire  application  is  computer  read,  a  distinction 
could  be  made  to  compensate  for  class  size. 


GRADE  POINT  AVERAGE  [A-l]  - 

CLASS  RANKING  (A-2)  - 

HONOR  ROLL  l A- 3]  - 

NATIONAL  HONOR  SOCIETY  [A-4] 
NATL.  MERIT  SCHOLARSHIP  (A- 5] 

OTHER  ACADEMIC  AWARDS  [ A- 6 ]  - 
SAT/ACT  SCORES  [A-7J  - 


ACADEMIC  PROFILE  [F-l] 


Figure  4-3.  Academic  Hierarchy 
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Leadership  Hierarchy.  The  leadership  portion 
I  is  valued  at  a  maximum  of  530  points;  this 


of  the  selection 
represents  just 


under  16%  of  the  total  possible  score.  The  Leadership  Profile, 
F-2,  is  shown  in  Figure  4-4.  The  process  for  determining  relative 
weight  for  these  areas  was  the  same  as  that  for  the  honors 
category  discussed  in  the  Academic  Profile.  The  number  of  points 
was  determined  for  each  profile,  LL-1  through  LL-7.  The  total 
number  of  responses  in  the  control  group  plus  10%  were  divided 
into  the  maximum  points  possible.  If  the  success  group  had  a 
higher  figure,  the  average  of  the  two  was  once  again  used. 

Relative  importance  of  each  of  the  subsets  of  the  hierarchy  was 
determined  by  the  scholarship  board  survey  and  the  Army  and  Air 
Force  Academy  programs.  The  total  for  this  area,  F-2,  is  the  sum 
of  LL-1  through  LL-5  as  shown  in  Figure  4-4.  Each  of  these  stems 
are  further  broken  down  into  their  respective  hierarchies  with  the 
total  possible  points  shown  by  each  activity. 


STUDENT  GOVERNMENT  HIERARCHY  (LL-1]  - 

DISTRICT,  STATE  OR  NATIONAL 
ORGANIZATION  HIERARCHY  (LL-2 

BOY/GIRL  SCOUTS  HIERARCHY  [LL-3]  - 

PUBLISHING  HIERARCHY  (LL-41  - 

OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS  HIERARCHY  (LL-5] 


| -  LEADERSHIP  PROFILE  (F-2J 


Figure  4-4.  Leadership  Profile 
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PRESIDENT  [L-l 
VICE-PRESIDENT  iu-<j 
SECRETARY  [L-3]  13.7 
TREASURER  (L-4]  11.2 
OTHER  IL-5]  8.75  pts 


PRESIDENT 
VICE-PRESI! 
SECRETARY 
TREASURER 
OTHER  (L-l 


PRESIDENT 
VICE-PRESI 
SECRETARY 
TREASURER 
OTHER  (L-l 


SCHOOL  COUNCIL-i 


CLASS  OFFICER— I— (LL-1] 


SCHOOL  CLUB 


Figure  4-5.  Student  Government  Hierarchy 
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The  Student  Government  Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of 
the  leadership  items  L-l  through  L-15,  shown  in  Figure  4-5  on  the 
previous  page.  Points  are  awarded  based  on  the  office  held 
regardless  of  the  year  in  which  it  was  held.  The  line  items  L-l 
through  L-15  when  added  together  form  LL-1  which  is  represented  in 
Figure  4-4. 

The  District,  State,  or  National  Organization 
Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of  items  L-16  through  L-27  as  shown 
in  Figure  4-6.  Like  the  leadership  area,  points  are  awarded  for 
the  office (s)  held  regardless  of  the  year  held. 


Figure  4-6.  District,  State  or  National  Organization  Hierarchy 


The  line  items  when  added  together  form  LL-2  which  is 
represented  in  Figure  4-4. 

The  Boy/Girl  Scouts  of  America  Hierarchy.  This  area 
consists  of  items  L- 2 8  through  L-38  shown  in  Figure  4-7  presented 
on  the  following  page.  Points  are  awarded  for  the  highest  rank 
held.  The  line  items,  of  this  area,  when  added  together  represent 
LL-3  in  Figure  4-4. 

Publishing  Experience  Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of 
the  items  L-39  through  L-62  and  is  shown  in  Figure  4-8  presented 
on  the  next  page.  Points  are  awarded  for  the  position  for  each 
year  held.  The  line  items  from  this  area,  when  added  together, 
form  LL-3  which  is  represented  in  Figure  4-4. 
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Other  Organizations  Hierarchy.  This  is  the  catch-all 
for  the  leadership  organization  area.  It  includes  leadership 
areas  L-63  through  L-66  with  the  hierarchy  shown  in  Figure  4-9. 
Points  were  awarded  for  participation  in  the  organizations. 


■SiiWJliBWMiMMHi 

-  OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS  [LL-5] 

Figure  4-9.  Other  Organizations  Hierarchy 


When  added  together  the  items  form  LL-5  as  shown  in  Figure 

4-4. 


Evaluation.  The  evaluation  portion  of  the  selection  model  is 
valued  at  a  maximum  of  150  points;  this  represents  just  over  4%  of 
the  total  score.  While  this  area  may  appear  small  in  value,  it  is 
not  uncommon  for  an  applicant  to  receive  the  maximum  number  of 
points.  The  Evaluation  Profile,  F-3,  Figure  4-1,  is  further 
broken  down  in  Figure  4-10.  The  computation  for  this  area  is 
determined  by  the  evaluation  from  the  AFROTC  Form  102  and  the 
USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1  which  are  further  illustrated  in  their 
respective  hierarchies. 


USAFA/AFROTC  FORM  1  [EEV-1] 
AFROTC  FORM  102  [EEV-2]  - 


] — EVALUATION  [F-3] 


Figure  4-10.  Evaluation  Profile 


AFROTC  Form  102  Evaluation  Hierarchy.  This  area 
consists  of  items  EV-1  through  EV-8  as  shown  in  Figure  4-11. 

Points  are  awarded  based  on  the  ratings  received  from  the  eval¬ 
uator.  The  stem  EEV-1  is  valued  at  a  maximum  of  30  points  which 
is  determined  by  three  points  for  each  top  rating  in  the  ten 
areas.  A  second  place  rating  receives  a  value  of  2.5.  Markings 
in  place  three  or  less  receives  no  points.  When  an  individual 
receives  multiple  rankings  on  the  AFROTC  Form  102,  the  average  of 
the  rankings  were  used.  A  copy  of  the  form  is  shown  in  Appendix  A. 
This  averaging  situation  will  be  alleviated  with  the  computer¬ 
ization  of  the  form  (22:  — ). 
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- FORM  102  [EEV-1] 


Figure  4-11.  AFROTC  Porn  102  Evaluation  Hierarchy 


When  totaled  together,  the  items  in  this  area  comprise  EVV-1, 
which  is  the  top  stem  of  Figure  4-10. 

0 SAFA/ AFROTC  Form  1  Evaluation  Hierarchy.  The  second 
evaluation  tool,  the  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1,  consists  of  items  EV-9 
through  EV-15,  shown  in  Figure  4-12.  This  area  is  valued  at  a 
maximum  of  120  points.  Like  the  AFROTC  Form  102,  points  are 
awarded  based  on  the  ratings  of  the  evaluator.  A  copy  of  the  form 
is  contained  in  Appendix  A.  The  first  six  evaluations,  EV-9 
through  EV-14,  are  weighted  3.32  points  for  an  average  rating  (3), 
6  points  for  a  superior  rating  (4),  and  10  points  for  an  out¬ 
standing  rating  (5).  Ratings  of  below  standard  and  far  below 
standard  are  awarded  no  points.  The  final  area.  Overall 
Recommendation,  F-15,  is  given  no  points  for  the  bottom  three 
ratings  (1-3).  Those  with  a  rating  of  superior  (4)  receive  30 
points  and  an  outstanding  (5)  receives  60  points. 


FORM  1  [EEV-2J 
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The  points  for  this  area  are  determined  by  totaling  the  items 
EV-9  through  EV-15.  When  totaled,  they  comprise  the  bottom  stem, 
EW-2,  of  Figure  4-10. 

Extracurricular  Activities.  The  extracurricular  portion  of 
the  selection  model  is  valued  at  a  maximum  of  325  points;  this 
represents  just  under  9%  of  the  total  score.  The  Extracurricular 
Profile,  F-4,  is  further  broken  down  in  Figure  4-13. 


Figure  4-14.  Musical  Achievements  Hierarchy 

Individual  Awards  Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of 
extracurricular  items  EX-16  through  EX- 24  which  are  shown  in 
Figure  4-15  presented  below.  Points  are  awarded  for  each 
occurrence  regardless  of  the  year  of  achievement. 


Figure  4*15*  Individual  Awards  Hierarchy 


The  sum  of  EX-37  through  EX-39  equals  EXX-4  which  is 
represented  in  Figure  4-13. 

Paid  Work  Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of  extracur¬ 
ricular  items  EX-40  through  EX-44  as  shown  in  Figure  4-18.  Points 
are  awarded  based  on  the  number  of  hours  work  per  week  no  matter 
which  year  the  work  occurred. 


Figure  4-18.  Paid  Work  Hierarchy 


The  EXX-5  profile  in  Figure  4-13  is  derived  by  totaling  EX-40 
through  EX-44  represented  above. 

Pilot  or  Radio  Operator  License  Hierarchy.  This  area 
consists  of  the  extracurricular  items  EX-45  through EX-47,  which 
are  shown  in  Figure  4-19.  Points  are  awarded  based  on  each 
license  obtained. 


PRIVATE  PILOT  [EX-45]  10  ptS.  - 

COMMERCIAL  PILOT  [EX-46]  15  pts. 
RADIO  OPERATOR  [EX-47]  5  pts.  - 


LICENSES  [EXX-6] 


Figure  4-19.  Pilot  or  Radio  operator  License  Hierarchy 


The  sum  of  EX-45  through  EX-47  equals  EXX-6  which  is 
represented  in  Figure  4-13. 

Athletic  Profile.  The  athletic  portion  of  the  selection  model 
is  valued  at  a  maximum  of  250  points  which  represents  just  over  7% 
of  the  total  possible  score.  The  points  were  distributed  among 
the  eight  stems  of  the  Athletic  Profile,  F-5,  as  represented  in 
Figure  4-20.  This  area  was  dealt  with  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
previous  profiles.  The  results  of  the  board  survey  determined  the 
relative  weight  for  each  of  the  eight  stems,  SP-1  through  SP-8. 
However,  this  area  was  further  broken  down  within  each  of  the 
eight  areas  as  different  weights  were  proportioned  for  the  various 


spocts.  The  20  sports  were  broken  down  into  three  areas:  high 
activity  team  sports,  other  team  sports,  and  individual  sports, 
point  value  was  given  for  each  of  the  three  types  of  sports. 
Figure  4-21  exhibits  which  category  contains  each  sport. 


PARTICIPATION  ON 
SCHOOL  TEAMS 
HIERARCHY  [SP-1] 


VARSITY  LETTERS 
EARNED  HIERARCHY  ISP-2] 


VARSITY  TEAM  CAPTAIN  OR 
CO-CAPTAIN  FOR  ENTIRE 
SEASON  HIERARCHY  [SP-3] 


STATE  OR  CONFERENCE 

RECORD  HOLDER  HIERARCHY  [SP-4]~ 


ALL-CITY,  DISTRICT  OR 
CONFERENCE  1ST  TEAM 
ONLY  HIERARCHY  [SP-S] 


ALL-STATE  OR  ALL-AMERICAN 

HIGH  SCHOOL  1ST  OR  2ND  - 

TEAM  HIERARCHY  [SP-6] 

STUDENT  MANAGER  OR  TRAINER 
OF  SCHOOL  TEAM  HIERARCHY  [SP-7]" 


ATHLETIC  PROFILE  [F-5) 


PARTICIPATION  ON  NON-SCHOOL 
TEAM  HIERARCHY  [SP-8] 
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Except  where  noted,  the  point  value  for  an  affirmative  answer 
in  the  athletic  hierarchies  was  determined  by  dividing  the  number 
of  responses  from  the  control  group  into  the  total  possible  points 
for  each  of  the  eight  stems.  This  was  cross  referenced  with  the 
success  group.  Then  this  was  multiplied  by  the  participation 
value  for  each  of  the  sports  from  Figure  4-21.  Each  of  the  Ath¬ 
letic  Profile  stems,  SP-1  through  SP-8,  are  further  broken  down 
into  individual  hierarchies.  The  building  block  approach  was 
utilized  throughout  the  hierarchies.  For  example,  a  state  or 
conference  record  holder  would  receive  points  for  the  achievement 
as  well  as  points  for  being  a  member  of  the  team.  When  the  entire 
application  is  computer  read,  a  distinction  could  be  made  to 
compensate  for  class  size. 


Participation  on  School  Teams  Hierarchy.  This  area 
consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-l  through  S-19  shown  in  Figure 
4-22.  Points  are  awarded  for  participation  in  the  three  levels  of 
sports  regardless  of  the  year  of  occurrence. 


Varsity  Letters  Earned  Hierarchy,  This  area  consists 
of  the  athletic  items  S-20  through  S-38  as  shown  in  Figure  4-23. 
Points  are  awarded  based  on  the  letters  earned  regardless  of  the 
year  of  occurrence. 
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_r  Team  Captain  or  Co-Captain  for  Entire  Season 
Hierarchy,  This  area  consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-39  through 
S-57  shown  in  Figure  4-23.  Points  are  awarded  based  on  each 
occurrence,  regardless  of  the  year  earned. 


BASEBALL  [S-39]  11  pts.  - 

BASKETBALL  [S-40]  11  pts.  - 

BOXING  [S-41]  11  pts.  - 

CROSS  COUNTRY  [S-42]  11  pts.  — 

FENCING  [S-43]  11  pts.  - 

FOOTBALL  [S-44]  11  pts.  - 

GOLF  [S-45]  11  pts.  - 

GYMNASTICS  [S-46]  11  pts.  - 

HOCKEY  [S-47]  11  pts.  - 

LACROSSE  [S-48]  11  pts.  - 

RIFLE/PISTOL  [S-49]  11  pts.  - 

RUGBY  [S-50]  11  pts.  - 

SKIING  [S-51]  11  pts.  - 

SOCCER  [S-52]  11  pts.  - 

SWIMMING/DIVING  [S-53]  11  pts. 

TENNIS  [S-54]  11  pts.  - 

TRACK  [S-55]  11  pts.  - 

WRESTLING  [S-56]  11  pts.  - 

OTHER  [S-57]  11  pts.  - 


TEAM  CAPTAIN  [SP-3] 


Figure  4-24.  Varsity  Team  Captain  or  Co-Captain  for  Entire  Season 

Hierarchy 


The  sum  of  S-39  through  S-57  equals  SP-3  which  is  represented 
in  Figure  20. 
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State  or  Conference  Record  Holder  Hierarchy.  This  area 
consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-58  through  S-76  shown  in  Figure 
4-25.  Points  are  awarded  based  on  each  occurrence,  regardless  of 
the  year  earned. 


BASEBALL  [S-58]  4.8  pts.  - 

BASKETBALL  [S-59]  8  pts.  - 

BOXING  [S-60]  3.2  pts.  - 

CROSS  COUNTRY  [S-6X]  4.8  pts.  — 

FENCING  [S-62]  3.2  pts.  - 

FOOTBALL  [S-63]  8  pts.  - 

GOLF  ( S— 64]  3.2  pts.  - 

GYMNASTICS  ( S— 65]  3.2  pts.  - 

HOCKEY  [S-66]  8  pts.  - 

LACROSSE  [S-67]  4.8  pts.  - 

RIFLE/PISTOL  [S-68]  3.2  pts.  - 

RUGBY  [S-69]  8  pts.  - 

SKIING  [S-70J  3.2  pts.  - 

SOCCER  [S-71]  8  pts.  - 

SWIMMING/DIVING  [S- 72]  3.2  pts. 

TENNIS  [S-73]  3.2  pts.  - 

TRACK  [ S— 74 ]  4.8  pts.  - 

WRESTLING  [S-75]  3.2  pts.  - 

OTHER  [S-76]  3.2  pts.  - 


RECORD  HOLDER  [SP-4] 


Figure  4-25*  State  or  Conference  Record  Holder  Hierarchy 

The  sum  of  S-58  through  S-76  equals  SP-4  which  is  represented 
in  Figure  4-20. 
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All-City/  District  or  Conference  1st  Team  Only 
Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-77  through 
S-95,  which  are  shown  in  Figure  4-26.  Points  are  awarded  based  on 
each  occurrence,  regardless  of  the  year  earned. 


All-State  or  All-American  High  School  1st  or  2nd  Team 
Hierarchy.  This  area  consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-96  through 
S-114  which  are  shown  in  Figure  4-27.  Points  are  awarded  based  on 
the  occurrence,  regardless  of  the  year  earned. 


Participation  on  Non-School  Teams  Hierarchy.  This 
area  consists  of  the  athletic  items  S-134  through  S-152,  and  are 
shown  in  Figure  4-29. 


BASEBALL  1S-134J  .727  pts.  - 

BASKETBALL  lS-135]  1.21  pts.  - 

BOXING  t S— 136]  .484  pts.  - 

CROSS  COUNTRY  [S-137]  .727  pts.  — 

FENCING  [S-138]  .484  pts.  - 

FOOTBALL  [S-139]  1.21  pts.  - 

GOLF  I S— 140 ]  .484  pts.  - 

GYMNASTICS  [S-141]  .484  pts.  - 

HOCKEY  [S-142]  1.21  pts.  - 

LACROSSE  [S-143]  .727  pts.  - 

RIFLE/PISTOL  (S-144]  .484  pts.  - 

RUGBY  [S-145]  1.21  pts.  - 

SKIING  [S-146]  .484  pts.  - 

SOCCER  (S-147]  1.21  pts.  - 

SWIMMING/DIVING  [S-148]  .484  pts. 

TENNIS  [S-149]  .484  pts.  - 

TRACK  [S-150]  .727  pts.  - 

WRESTLING  [S-151]  .484  pts.  - 

OTHER  [S-152]  .484  pts.  - 


NON-SCHOOL  TEAMS  [SP-8] 


Figure  4-29.  Participation  on  Non-School  Teams  Hierarchy 


Points  are  awarded  based  on  the  involvements,  regardless  of 
the  year  of  occurrence. 


Summary 


As  stated  in  the  Introduction,  the  primary  concern  of  this 
chapter  is  to  present  the  development  of  the  WSSM  hierarchy.  In 
creating  the  hierarchy  it  was  necessary  to  evaluate  the  results  of 
the  selection  board  survey  and  other  selection  models.  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  success  group  was  identified  and  a  data  base  constructed 
utilizing  their  demographic  information.  By  taking  the  results  of 
the  board  survey  and  comparing  them  with  other  programs  the  found¬ 
ation  for  the  selection  hierarchy  was  developed.  These  components 
were  then  verified,  adjusted  based  on  the  success  control  group, 
and  the  results  were  applied  to  the  Profile  Hierarchy  and  each  of 
its  components. 


Once  the  selection  hierarchy  was  developed,  the  values  were 
placed  into  the  data  base  and  applied  to  the  records  in  the  appli 
cant  control  group.  It  should  be  noted,  this  process  will  be 
greatly  enhanced  with  the  computerization  of  the  application 
documents.  As  applications  for  an  AFROTC  Scholarship  are 
received,  the  data  from  the  standard  documents  will  be  placed  in 
the  data  base  for  that  particular  selection  board.  This  way  the 
values  can  be  appropriately  adjusted  to  give  a  fair  basis  of 
competition  for  each  board.  Accordingly,  the  individual (s)  with 
the  top  affirmative  responses  from  each  of  the  profiles  will 
receive  the  maximum  score.  The  WSSM  score  is  derived  from 
totaling  F-l  through  F-5.  A  board  order  of  merit  will  be  created 
based  on  descending  scores. 

With  the  value  weights  determined,  they  were  applied  to  the 
approximately  950  data  items  in  the  data  base  of  the  applicant 
sample  group.  The  results  of  this  application  are  discussed  in 
Chapter  Five. 


Chapter  Five 


RESULTS  COMPARISON 


INTRODUCTION 


After  the  hierarchy  was  developed  and  their  values  determined, 
the  results  were  loaded  into  the  computer.  When  this  was  accom¬ 
plished,  the  scores  were  applied  to  the  applicant  sample  group 
discussed  in  Chapter  Four.  This  enabled  the  development  of  an 
order  of  merit  for  the  WSSM,  like  the  one  that  AFROTC  established 
after  the  November  1985  selection  board.  The  same  individuals 
were  listed  on  a  separate  list  in  the  order  that  they  appeared  on 
the  national  order  of  merit  from  the  November  selection  board. 

Both  lists  were  broken  into  quarters  and  the  results  were  com¬ 
pared.  The  results  of  these  comparisons  are  discussed  in  the 
following  sections.  Also  presented  are  conclusions  and  recommen¬ 
dations  for  the  use  of  the  selection  model. 


The  Top  Quarter 

The  comparison  of  the  top  quarter  of  both  lists  revealed  that 
AFROTC  had  ranked  nine  individuals  in  the  top  25%  that  did  not 
appear  in  the  top  25%  of  the  WSSM  list.  These  18  records  were 
reviewed  to  see  if  a  determination  could  be  made  for  the 
disparity. 

Of  the  nine  records  on  the  AFROTC  list  that  were  not  in  the 
top  quarter  of  the  WSSM  list,  all  but  one  individual  had  received 
the  maximum  evaluation  points  and  a  strong  subjective  write-up  on 
the  U SAFA/ AFROTC  Form  1.  This  satisfactorily  explained  the  non- 
quantitative  difference  in  all  but  this  one  case.  The  last 
individual  had  not  received  a  "firewalled"  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1, 
but  did  receive  a  top  rating  on  the  overall  evaluation  also  with  a 
strong  supportive  narrative.  When  these  factors  were  taken  into 
consideration,  it  was  noted  that  these  records,  if  removed  from 
the  AFROTC  list,  would  have  allowed  for  an  additional  nine  records 
to  increase  in  ranking.  This  AFROTC  adjusted  list  more  closely 
matched  the  WSSM  quantitative  list.  However,  there  were  three 
records  in  the  WSSM  top  quarter  that  appeared  on  the  bottom  of  the 


AFROTC  list.  In  reviewing  these  records,  it  was  determined  that 
these  individuals  had  been  categorized  unqualified  by  the  AFROTC 
board  due  to  receiving  a  rating  of  three  or  less  in  the  overall 
recommendation  section  of  the  USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1. 

When  adjustments  were  made  for  these  records  the  overall  top 
20%  of  both  lists  agreed.  The  remaining  records  of  the  top  25%  of 
both  lists  ranked  within  the  next  10%  of  the  total  records.  Thus, 
providing  a  ranking  that  was  within  the  reliability  factor  as 
determined  in  Chapter  Three. 

The  top  record  on  the  AFROTC  list  was  an  individual  who  had 
not  participated  in  any  extracurricular,  leadership,  or  athletic 
activities.  At  first  glance,  the  impression  would  be  that  such  an 
individual  would  not  fare  well  on  a  quantitative  based  system. 

Upon  looking  further  though,  it  was  noted  that  she  had  strong 
academic  credentials  and  top  ratings  in  both  the  evaluation  areas. 
She  was  ranked  number  two  on  the  WSSM  list.  Others  who  ranked  in 
the  upper  20%  of  the  two  lists  had  more  of  a  balance  between  aca¬ 
demics  and  the  other  categories.  This  demonstrates  there  is 
somewhat  of  a  balance  in  the  whole  person  concept,  but  an  individ¬ 
ual  who  is  extremely  strong  in  academics  and  evaluations  would  be 
selected.  On  the  other  hand,  if  an  individual  does  not  have  at 
least  average  academics  and  a  good  evaluation,  they  will  not,  in 
all  probability,  be  ranked  in  the  top  50%. 


The  Bottom  Quarter 


The  same  process  of  comparison  was  conducted  for  the  bottom 
25%  of  both  lists.  In  this  case,  13  records  ranked  by  the  board 
were  missing  from  the  WSSM  bottom  25%.  Three  of  these  records 
have  already  been  explained.  A  review  of  the  remaining  ten 
records  clearly  showed  why  the  board  scores  were  low.  Again,  the 
low  ratings  were  based  on  the  rankings  and  narratives  in  the 
selection  folder.  To  compensate  for  this,  an  adjustment  to  the 
WSSM  system  will  be  suggested  in  the  recommendations  section. 

With  the  adjustment  for  these  ten  records,  the  bottom  19%  of  both 
lists  agreed.  The  remaining  6%  were  scattered  among  the  lower 
third  of  both  lists.  In  general,  these  individuals  were  low  per¬ 
formers  or  had  mediocre  evaluations  resulting  in  low  rankings  on 
both  lists. 


The  Middle  Quarters 

Those  records  not  ranked  in  either  the  top  or  bottom  sectors 
could  not  be  distinguished  as  easily.  Based  on  the  results  of  the 
November  1985  board,  just  over  one-half  of  the  applicants  received 
scholarships.  Several  other  factors  are  utilized  in  the  actual 
scholarship  selection,  i.e.  academic  major,  race,  and  sex.  These 
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issues  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  study.  However,  a  comparison 
was  made  between  the  scholarship  winners  and  the  top  50%  of  the 
WSSM.  The  results  showed  a  78%  match  with  12  of  the  27  anomalies 
already  explained.  The  remaining  15  applicants  all  fell  within 
the  third  quarter  of  the  WSSM  order  of  merit. 

Several  other  statistical  computations  were  made  matching 
different  single  variables  on  the  two  lists.  When  compared,  the 
two  most  significant  variables  from  the  AFROTC  list  that  matched 
the  WSSM  were  the  SAT  or  ACT  and  the  quantitative  evaluation 
scores.  This  indicates  that  there  are  similarities  in  the  process 
being  used  by  AFROTC  and  the  WSSM  program.  This  fact  is  not 
surprising  as  both  programs  are  based  on  the  same  information,  but 
with  different  approaches.  Based  on  this  information,  evaluation 
of  the  uses  of  the  WSSM  and  recommendations  is  considered. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/USES 


As  discussed  in  the  Top  Quarter  area,  a  disparity  existed 
involving  those  individuals  that  received  an  average  or  less  rating 
on  the  U S AFA/AFROTC  Form  1.  It  is  recommended  that  an  adjustment 
be  made  to  the  WSSM  program  to  identify  these  individuals  on  a 
separate  listing.  This  listing  could  be  used  to  either  administra¬ 
tively  disqualify  the  applicant  or  have  a  one  member  panel  score 
and  verify  the  disqualification.  This  use  could  potentially  save 
the  time  of  two  board  members. 

After  the  WSSM  has  been  validated,  a  similar  procedure  could  be 
applied  to  the  top  10%  of  the  applicants.  These  records  could  also 
meet  a  panel  consisting  of  one  member.  When  this  panel  concurs 
with  the  WSSM  ranking,  those  individuals  would  be  awarded  a  schol¬ 
arship.  Two  qualifiers  are  suggested.  First,  the  individual  must 
have  received  the  maximum  score  of  120  points  on  the  USAFA/AFROTC 
Form  1.  Second,  the  individual  must  be  rated  at  least  10%  above 
the  total  applicants'  mean  in  the  five  major  areas.  Likewise,  the 
bottom  20%  could  be  reviewed  in  the  same  manner.  Those  of  the 
bottom  20%  who  received  less  than  100  points  on  the  USAFA/AFROTC 
Form  1  could  be  administratively  disqualified. 

Another  use  of  the  WSSM,  could  be  to  prioritize  the  ranking  of 
individuals  who  receive  the  same  board  score.  The  WSSM  provides  a 
more  detailed  scoring  breakdown  of  the  applicants.  For  example,  on 
the  November  1985  board  130  applicants  received  the  same  relative 
board  score.  In  these  cases,  the  national  order  of  merit  is  deter¬ 
mined  by  totaling  the  individuals'  SAT  or  ACT  scores  and  the  high 
school  ranking.  These  accounted  for  some  of  the  gray  areas  in  the 
Middle  Quarters  as  discussed  above.  The  "adjusted"  scores  are 
reviewed  for  ties.  In  this  case,  if  any  of  the  tied  applicants 
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marginally  qualified.  Thus  saving  valuable  resources  and 
manpower  by  reducing  the  number  of  board  members  required  and 
assisting  in  the  selection  process  to  help  identify  successful 
performers  prior  to  the  actual  performance  of  the  task. 
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NOTE  TO  SCHOOL  OFFICIAL  Hi*  above  information  on  the  itwdent'a  activities  it  an  important  criterion  in  the  College  Scholarship 
Program  selection  process  Fieaaa  enter  your  dgnatur*  below  aa  validation  of  school  data,  athletic  activities  and  tatrocumcuUr  activities 
aa  reported  here  by  the  applicant  ( Thu  form  mutt  be  received  by  1/ December  m  order  for  applicant  to  be  considered  ef  time  of  final  refection .) 
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AFROTC  4-YEAR  SCHOLARSHIP  PROGRAM  -  STATEMENT  OF  RECOMMENDATION 

(This  form  is  subject  to  the  Privacy  Act  of  1974.) 


PRIVACY  ACT  STA TF.MENT 

A  UTHORtTY:  10  USC  2101.  PRINCIPAL  PURPOSE:  To  provide  a  Statement  of  Recommendation  by  either  a  high  school  principal  or 
guidance  counselor,  on  a  4-year  AFROTC  scholarship  program  applicant.  The  Statement  of  Recommendation  is  used  by  the  4-year  AFROTC 
Central  Scholarship  Selection  Board  in  the  evaluation  of  an  applicant  fora  4-year  Scholarship.  ROUTINE  USES  Information  may  be  disclosed 
for  any  of  the  blanket  routine  uses  published  by  the  A  tr  Force.  DISCLOSURE:  Disclosure  is  voluntary.  The  effect  of  not  receiving  the  form 
might  be  detrimental  to  the  applicant  when  bis  records  are  reviewed  by  the  4-year  Central  Scholarship  Selection  Board  for  scholarship  considera¬ 
tion. 


NOTE  TO  SCHOOL  OFFICIAL ;  Please  complete  and  return  this  form  directly  to  the  address  listed.  DO  NOT  RETURN  TO  STUDENT. 


AFROTC 

SCHOLARSHIP 
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IDENTIFICATION  SECTION 


namc  (Last,  First,  and  Middle) 


MAILING  ADDRESS  (Number,  Street.  City .  State,  Zip  Code) 


AFROTC/4-YEAR  SCHOLARSHIP  BRANCH 
MAXWELL  AFBAL  36112  6663 


INSTRUCTIONS 


1.  To  bt  completed  by  the  high  school  principal  or  guidance  counselor. 

2.  Please  print  or  type. 

3.  Personal  characteristics  •  please  circulete  this  form  among  the  student's  present  teachers  and  hava  them  indicate,  by  using  checks,  the  student's 
personal  characteristics  in  Part  II. 

4.  Comments  and  Recommendations  -  Provide  a  specific  statement  in  Part  III,  regarding  the  applicant's  character,  leadership  ability,  effectiveness  in 
working  with  others,  judgement,  adaptability,  physical  fitness,  writing  ability,  oral  expression,  and  bearing  and  behavior. 


II-  PERSONAL  CHARACTERISTCS 


TMC  FOLLOWING  CHARACTERIZATIONS  DESCRIPTIONS  OP  BEHAVIOR.  WHERE  POSSIBLE  INCLUDE  THE  JUDGMENTS  OP  A  NUMBER 

OF  THE  PUPIL  S  PRESENT  TEACHERS  BV  USING  CHECKS.  AS  IN  THE  EXAMPLE  BELOW: 

Example  MOTIVATION  _ 1 _ _ I  -  ] 

Purposeless  Vaclllitlns  Usually  Purposeful  Effectively  Motivated  Mlfhly  Motivated 

The  example  indicates  the  most  frequent  or  modal  behavior  of  the  pupil  at  shown  bv  the  agreement  of  five  of  the  eleht  teachers  reporting.  The  location 
of  the  cheche.  to  the  left  and  right  indicates  that  one  teacher  considers  the  pupil  VACILLATING  and  that  two  teachers  consider  him  HICULY  MOTIVATED. 
If  preferred.  Academic  subjects  may  be  entered  In  place  of  the  chechmarke. 


Effectively  Motivated  Hi«hly  Motivated 


usually  purposeful  Effectively  motivated  Highly  motivated 


Seldom  works 
even  under 
pressure 


Needs  occasional  Prepares  assif  ned  Seeks  additional 

proddln«  work  resui arty  work 


Frequently  Initiates  Consistently  seif-  Ad 
reliant 


INFLUENCE  ANO 
LEADERSHIP 


Cooperative  But 
retiring 


Sometimes  in  minor  Contributing  In  Judgement  respected 

•ffalr*  Important  affairs  •  makes  thlnys  so 


CONCERN  FOR  OTHERS 


Indifferent  Self-c 


Somewhat  socially  Generally  concerned  Deeply  and  actively 


RESPONSIBILITY 


Somewhat  dapend-  Usually  dependable  Conscientious 
a  bio 


EMOTIONAL  STABILITY 


Questionable  at 
times  | 


Reliable. 

dependable 


Consistently 

trustworthy 


COMMUNICATIVE  SKILL 


Rambilny 


Lacks  darily 


Articulate 
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TIM  individual  identified  above  is  a(n)  (mark  one! 

CZD  AFROTC  4-Vaar  Scholarship  Applicant 
O  USAF  Academy  Candidate 


AFROTC  Only:  Fill  In  applicants  SSAN  above.  Use  No.  2 


Assigned  Liaison  Ollicot  (USAFA  Only) 


The  A&igned  Liaison  Officer  identified  above  should  submit  tne 
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INTRODUCTION 


In  this  questionnaire  you  will  be  asked  to  answer  questions  about 
the  ROTC  Four-Year  Scholarship  Application  folder  based  on  your 
experience  as  a  selection  board  member. 


For  questions  one  through  five  please  indicate  how  much  you  agree 
or  disagree  with  each  statement  by  indicating  the  letter  which 
most  appropriately  reflects  your  feeling  on  the  response  line 
under  each  question.  Select  only  one  response  to  each  question. 
For  your  convenience,  the  scale  will  appear  at  the  top  of  each 
page  in  this  section.  Additionally,  you  will  find  room  for 
written  comments  after  each  question  should  you  have  any. 


NEITHER 

STRONGLY 

AGREE  NOR 

STRONGLY 

DISAGREE 

DISAGREE 

DISAGREE 

AGREE 

AGREE 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

1.  The  applicant's  state  of  legal  residence  should  be  considered 
in  the  selection  process. 

Response _ 

Comments: 


2.  The  applicant's  sex  should  be  considered  in  the  selection 
process. 

Response _ 

Comments: 


3.  The  applicant's  age  should  be  considered  in  the  selection 

process  (not  to  include  the  maximum  and  minimum  requirements). 


Response: 

Comments: 


4.  Applicants  with  prior  service  experience  were  generally  ranked 
higher. 

Response  j _ 

Comments: 


5.  An  applicant's  planned  academic  major  should  be  used  in 
determining  scholarship  selection. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 

Questions  six  through  sixty-four  pertains  to  how  much  an  item 
influenced  your  ratings  of  a  particular  item,  please  select 
the  single  best  response  for  each  question. 


1 


69 


Totally 

Influenced 


Greatly 

Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


No 

Influence 


ABC  D  E 

6.  The  score  an  applicant  received  on  an  SAT/ACT  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 

7.  An  applicant's  GPA  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 

8.  An  applicant's  choice  of  college  or  university  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response: 

Comments: 

9.  Numerical  ranking  in  class  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 

10.  The  number  of  students  in  an  applicant's  class  influenced  my 
rating. 


Response: 


Comments : 


Totally 

Influenced 


Greatly 

Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


No 

Influence 


11.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  worked  15  hours  or  less  per  week 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response  s _ 

Comments : 


12.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  worked  15-25  hours  per  week 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


13.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  worked  more  than  25  hours  per  week 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


14.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  had  a  private  pilot’s  license 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


15.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  had  a  commercial  pilot's  license 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 
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Totally  Greatly 

Influenced  Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


No 

Influence 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  had  a  radio  operator's  license 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response: _ 

Comments : 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  President  of:  the  student 
council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Sophomore  year  influenced  my  rating. 


Response :_ 


Comments : 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  President  of:  the  student 
council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the  Junior 
year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  President  of:  the  student 
council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the  Senior 
year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response: _ 

Comments: 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Vice  president  of:  the 
student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Sophomore  year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response: _ 

Comments: 


Totally 

Greatly 

Somewhat 

Little 

No 

influenced 

Influenced 

influenced 

Influence 

Influence 

The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Vice  President  of:  the 
student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Junior  year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


22.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Vice  president  of:  the 

student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Senior  year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


23,  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Secretary/Treasurer  of:  th 
student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Sophomore  year  influenced  my  rating. 

-  Response: _ 

Comments: 


24.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Secretary/Treasurer  of:  th 
student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Junior  year  influenced  my  rating. 

,  Response: _ 

Comments : 


25.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  the  Secretary/Treasurer  of:  th 
student  council,  his/her  class  and/or  a  school  club  during  the 
Senior  year  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comment : 


V-'lVv-  -  V  -V-V- 


Totally 

Influenced 


Greatly 

Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


No 

Influence 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  president  or  Vice  President  for 
an  organization's  national,  state  or  district  convention 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  a  delegate/representative  for  an 
organization's  national,  state  or  district  convention 
influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  placed  first,  second  or  third  for  a 
national,  state  or  district  award  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  a  member  of  the  Boy  or  Girl 
Scouts  of  America  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


The  fact  that  an  applicant  held  a  rank  or  position  above  member 
in  the  Boy  or  Girl  Scouts  of  America  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


7'AV.V  vj  yyj  if,  tob  i«.  gg wraTOBHWWCTT*  mu  uuuimi  grjry  wunnTjmrar 


Totally 

Influenced 


Greatly 

Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little  NO 

Influence  Influence 


A 


B 


C 


D 


S 


31.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  held  an  editor's  position  on  the 
school  paper,  year  book  or  school  magazine  influenced  my 
rating . 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


32.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  held  a  manager's  position  on  the 
school  paper,  year  book  or  school  magazine  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


33.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  a  director  or  writer  for  a  3-act 
play,  1-act  play  or  for  a  dramatic  contest  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


34.  The  fact  that  an  applicant  was  an  actor  or  stagehand  for  a 

3-act  play,  1-act  play  or  for  a  dramatic  contest,  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


35.  That  fact  that  an  applicant  was  involved  in  public  appearances 
for  a  debating  team,  as  Master  of  Ceremonies  or  to  give 
honorary  speeches  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 
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Totally  Greatly  Somewhat  Little  No 

Influenced  Influenced  Influenced  Influence  Influence 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


36.  An  applicant's  participation  on  any  school  team(s)  influenced 
my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


37.  An  applicant's  participation  on  particular  school  team(s) 
influenced  my  rating.  (If  so,  which  sport(s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


38.  An  applicant  earning  varsity  letter  (s)  influenced  my  rating. 

Response  s _ 

Comments: 


39.  An  applicant  earning  varsity  letter (s)  in  any  particular  sports 
influenced  my  rating.  (If  so,  which  sport(s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


40.  An  applicant  being  a  varsity  team  captain  or  co-captain  for  an 
entire  season  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 


Comments : 


Totally 

Greatly 

Somewhat 

Little 

Ho 

Influenced 

Influenced 

Influenced 

Influence 

Influence 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

41.  An  applicant  being  a  varsity  team  captain  or  co-captain  for  an 
entire  season  for  a  particular  sport (s)  influenced  my  rating. 
(If  so,  which  sport(s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


42.  An  applicant  being  a  state  or  conference  record  holder  in  a 
sport(s)  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


43.  An  applicant  being  a  state  or  conference  record  holder  in  a 
particular  sport (s)  influenced  roy  rating.  (If  so,  which 
sport (s) .) 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


44.  An  applicant  being  a  member  of  an  All-City,  District  or 
Conference  1st  team  in  any  sport  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


45.  An  applicant  being  a  member  of  an  All-City,  District  or 

Conference  1st  team  in  a  particular  sport (s)  influenced  my 
rating.  (if  so,  which  sport(s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


9 
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Totally  Greatly  Somewhat 

Influenced  Influenced  Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


No 

Influence 


An  applicant  being  a  member  of  an  All-State  or  All-American 
High  School  1st  or  2nd  team  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


An  applicant  being  a  member  of  an  All-State  or  All-American 
High  School  1st  or  2nd  team  in  a  particular  sport(s)  influenced 
my  rating.  (If  so,  which  sport(s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


An  applicant  being  the  student  manager  or  trainer  of  a  school 
team(s)  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments  s 


An  applicant  being  the  student  manager  or  trainer  of  a 
particular  school  team(s)  influenced  my  rating.  (If  so,  which 
sport (s) . ) 

Response: _ 

Comments : 


An  applicant's  participation  on  a  particular  non-school  team(s) 
influenced  my  rating.  (If  so,  which  sport (s).) 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


Totally 

Influenced 


Greatly 

Influenced 


Somewhat 

Influenced 


Little 

Influence 


NO 

Influence 


ABU  u 

56.  The  number  of  high  schools  that  an  applicant  attended 
influenced  my  opinion. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


Questions  number  57  through  64  pertain  to  the  AFROTC  4-Year 
Scholarship  Program  Statement  of  Recommendation  (AFROTC  Form 
102). 


57.  The  rating  given  an  applicant  in  Section  IV  (Motivation)  on  the 
AFROTC  Form  102  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments : 


58.  The  rating  given  an  applicant  in  Section  V  (Academic  Potential) 
on  the  AFROTC  Form  102  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 


59.  The  rating  given  an  applicant  in  Section  VI  (Specific 

Recommendation)  on  the  AFROTC  Form  102  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 


Comments: 


Totally  Greatly  Somewhat  Little  No 

Influenced  influenced  Influenced  Influence  Influence 


ABC  D  E 

60.  The  evaluation  given  an  applicant  in  Section  VIII  (Junior  ROTC 
Instructor  Evaluation)  on  AFROTC  Form  102  influenced  my  rating. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 

61.  I  was  able  to  differentiate  between  applicants  based  on  the 
information  contained  in  their  Statement  of  Recommendation 
(AFROTC  Form  102) . 

Response : 

Comments : 

62.  Most  statements  of  Recommendation  were  useful  to  me  in  the 
selection  process. 

Response : _ 

Comments: 

63.  Statements  of  Recommendation  took  on  added  importance  when 
there  was  a  borderline  applicant. 

Response: _ 

Comments: 

64.  An  applicant's  rating  that  was  ”f irewalled"  in  Section  II 
(Personal  Characteristics)  on  AFROTC  Form  102  influenced  my 
rating. 

Response : _ 


Comments : 


The  items  in  questions  65  through  72  were  extracted  from  the 
AFROTC  Form  102  in  the  order  they  appear.  Please  rank-order 
these  categories  from  one  through  eight  based  on  the  relative 
importance  you  gave  them  in  determining  the  scoring  of  an 
applicant  (number  eight  being  the  most  important;  number  one 
being  the  least  important;  no  ties  please). 

65.  Motivation _ 


66.  Industry 


67.  Initiative 


68.  Influence  & 
Leadership_ 


69.  Concern  for 
Others _ 


70.  Responsibility 


71.  Integrity 


72.  Emotional 
Stability 


The  items  in  questions  73  through  79  were  taken  from  the 
USAFA/AFROTC  Form  1  in  the  order  in  which  they  appear.  Please 
rank-order  these  categories  from  one  through  seven  based  on  the 
relative  importance  you  gave  them  in  determining  the  scoring  of  an 
applicant  (number  seven  being  the  most  important;  number  one  being 
the  least  important;  no  ties  please). 

73.  Sel f-Conf idence 

74.  Human  Relations _ 

75.  Planning  and  Organizing _ 

76.  Communicative  Skills 

77.  Leadership _ 

78.  Motivation  Towards 

the  Air  Force _ 

79.  Overall  Recommendation  _ 


